June 12 , 1978 



Mr. William H. Webster 
Director 

Federal Bureau of Investigation 
Washington, D. C. 20535 

Dear Mr. Webster; 

Enclosed is a summary of my testimony before the House Sub- 
committee on the Assassination of President John F. Kennedy held 
on the morning of May 3, 1978. The contents of the enclosure is 
a summary of information I was able to recall some four or five 
hours after the hearing. 

When viewed in retrospect, some questions posed by Congressman 
Christopher J. Dodd left me with the distinct impression that he 
may have been attempting to establish the proposition that the 
Bureau's pre-assassination inquiries of Lee Harvey Oswald were 
not as probative as they should have been. His specific inquiries 
of me as to the details of my investigation of the Fair Play for 
Cuba Committee (FPCC) as they related to Oswald could not be 
fully answered in view of the passage of some fifteen years since 
I performed that investigation. *niis was explained to him along 
with the fact that I believe I had some 40 to 60 other cases 
assigned to me at the same time. Again, in retrospect, I gather 
that he misconstrued that response as an excuse for some possible 
omissions in my handling of that case rather than my attempt to 
present a factual picture. I did emphasize that while I did not 
recall every facet of my inquiry, I nonetheless could state that 
as in all investigative matters handled by me, my inquiry of 
Oswald in the FPCC case was both thorough amd more extensive 
than circumstamces required. , 
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If my premise or supposition as cited above is accurate, it may 
be well to mention that shortly after my assignment to FBI 
Headquarters as a supervisor in 1967, several Bureau supervisors 
expressed their gratitude to me for the extensive nature of my 




Q 




inquiry in the FPCC case involving Oswald. They explained that 
in the main, full- field investigation of Oswald of the New Orleans 
Division in 1963 which had been assigned to Special Agent Milton 
R. Kaack, there had been some alleged deficiencies for vdiich they 
were to be censured. However, these supervisors had been ^le to 
show that the so-called deficiencies in Kaack's investigation^ 
under the individual caption of Lee Harvey Oswald (possibly with 
the Character of "Is-R" or "Foreign Agents Registration Act") 
had been more them adequately covered in my FPCC investigation in 
the New Orleans Office during the same period. 

I cite the foregoing as it is entirely possible that the Su^ 
Committee may ask for Bureau reports and if they merely review the 
main case investigation on Oswald in the New Orleans Office in 1963, 
their review of Kaack's reports will not give the complete picture. 
It is essential for them to review both the security case on Oswald 
by Kaack and my collateral inquiry of Oswald under the FPCC caption. 
It would have been an inefficient duplication of effort for S.A. 
Kaack to have duplicated what I may have done regarding Oswald. 
Additionally, the Sub-Committee should review the Dallas Office 
reports as Oswald did not remain in New Orleans long after his 
arrest by New Orleans Police in August brought him to the attention 
of the New Orleans Division. He departed for Dallas the next month 
in September, 1963. 

Another point of interest of the Sub-Committee was Orestes Pena, 

\dio in recent years has commented publicly he had seen Oswald in 
my presence prior to the assassination. This is an unmitigated 
fabrication, which, based on an article in the San Antonio Light , 
a San Antonio, Texas newspaper, under date 4/29/78, has grown to 
the point where Pena now is quoted as stating to French film 
director, Jezm-Michel Charlier, that he and Oswald frequently 
made reports together to the FBI, adding that the agent who handled 
both of them was I. Pena, to my knowledge, made no statement to 
the Warren Commission indicating he ever saw Oswald in my company. 
Also Pena apparently was embarrassed in having to admit in a Bureau 
interview in 1964 that he never made a statement to Carlos 
Bringuier that Oswald had been in, his bar, the La Habana Bar in 
New Orleans during the summer of 1963. I believe that my persis- 
tence in interviewing him about that alleged statement which 
res/ulted in his denial has been a source of irritation to Pena 
hence, the possible basis for his wild utterances in the last two 
or three years. As stated in the enclosure, I never personally 
met or saw Oswald except for photos of him after his arrest in 
New Orleans in August, 1963. 
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During the hearing I was asked if Pena had been an infor^t 
of the FBI, and I responded with a categoric "no". Further 
questions were asked such as could he have been a "source of 
information?" I explained a source could be anybody, such as 
a shopkeeper, accountant, business employee, who may have g™n 
information in the past in response to inquiry. I ensured that 
possibly Pena may have been a "source for information, but 
quickly added that it was my recollection that he was not the 
type of person I would have been inclined to develop as an 
informant simply because he was not disposed to furnish any 
data of significance at any time and it seemed that vdiat he did 
furnish was quite limited in response to specific inquiry. 

It should also be mentioned that prior to the Executive Session 
hearing on 5/3/78, I had been interviewed on 5/2/78 by staff 
counsellor, Robert Genzman. After about 2h hours of interrogator! 
on the morning of 5/2/78, Genzman got to the Pena subiect at which 
time I informed him Pena was never to my knowledge m informant of 
the FBI. After asking that question he told me I didn't have to 
appear before the Sub-Committee on 5/3/78 adding that I could 
merely furnish him with a sworn signed statement 
all the answers I had given that morning. I declined to do so, 
indicating that I had taken the trouble to travel to Washington 
to appear before the Sub-Committee and I intended to do so. I 
explained that there are a lot of misconceptions about the Bureau s 
investigative effort and I thought I may be able to clarify a lot 
of misunderstandings by answering the Sub-Committee's questions 
and volunteering data where necessary to disabuse them of any 
ill-conceived ideas or conclusions that might surface during the 
hearing . 

Also at the staff interrogation on 5/2/78 I was asked by Su^ 
committee counsel, Robert Genzman, wasn't the job of Social ^ent 
in Charge of the San Juam Division of the FBI a plush job highly 
sought after by qualified Bureau agent personnel. I responded 
that such was not the case amd that the job of SAC for that^ 
Division to my knowledge had been offered to several qualified 
Bureau agents who turned it down before I was assigned to that 
position having learned thereof for the first tme by medium of 
a routine letter of tremsfer. The implication in this question 
that could be inferred is that I ^8 being ^paid off" by the 
Bureau possibly because Oswald had^been my informant which the 
Bureau did not want revealed and for that reason I had become an 

"untouchable" . 
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This latter reasoning, of course, is pure speculation on my 
part, but the questions posed by the Sub-Committee's Staff 
Counselor and by the Sub-Committee has given some credence to 
the ridiculous allegation that Oswald had been an informant of 
the FBI and mine in particular. 

Perhaps another set of circumstances that has been seized to 
support the wild allegation that Oswald had been an FBI informant 
was the fact that some years after the assassination a number of 
FBI agents were asked to siabmit an affidavit that Oswald was not 
an informant of the FBI. For some strange reason, perhaps ^cause 
I was assigned overseas and inadvertently passed over. I did not 
receive such a request. This possibly gave credence to the spec- 
ulation that I was purposely not asked to sign such an affidavit. 

If I remember correctly, that was corrected two or three years ago 
when I believe I was asked to sign an affidavit and did so readily. 

Given the foregoing indications as evidence of the Sub-Committee's 
apparent predisposition to pursue suppositions that the 
knows to be completely erroneous, the possibility that the Sub- 
committee could err grossly in evaluating the Bureau's pre- 
assassination investigation can no longer be considered remote. 

If such a travesty of reasoning were to evolve it would ^ 
damaging to the Bureau's reputation and conceivably to mine as 
well. Accordingly, as a party of interest. I request 
to permit me to review those reports that I wrote under the FPCC 
caption as well as those written under the caption of Lee torvey 
Oswald" in 1963 by Special Agent Milton R. Kaack and possibly 
others. With the Bvireau's permission I would then be able to 
supplement my testimony before the Sub-Committee by inforeing the 
Sub-Committee in writing of the full nature Md extent of tte 
Bureau's and my pre-assassination inquiries involving Oswald. 

Such information would be accompanied by those comments and 
explanations which I. as a party familiar with relevant circumstances 
and conditions at the time the reports were written, consider to 
be essential to a complete and fair understanding of the Bureau s 
pre-assassination investigation. Any sterile report review by the 
Sub-committee without such additional relev^t data would be 
inadeqpiate and susceptible to faujty analysis. 

Cordially yours, 

Warren C. de Brueys 

4827 Michoud Boulevard 

New Orleans, Louisiama 70129 



